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Commission to reject DOl's proffered rule and punch list of expanded surveillance capabilities

and to support the narrow reading of CALEA's requirements that Congress intended as

embodied in the JSTD-025, the industry "safe harbor" standard.2

First, AT&T joins the overwhelming consensus reflected in public comment

that DOJ's punch list goes too far. For its part, DOJ produced no legal rationale in its

capability comments for its expansive reading of CALEA, choosing instead to comment on the

petitions and earlier responses of others in this Docket. 3 Industry and other public

commenters have made a compelling case that the DOJ punch list of capabilities is not

required by CALEA, whereas DOJ has made only a showing of how beneficial the capabilities

would be to future surveillance, plainly not a recognized tool of statutory construction to aid

the Commission in its task. Thus, there is little substance from DOJ in its capability comments

regarding the scope of the assistance capability requirements that warrants reply here.

Two points, however, do warrant additional comment. First, industry has

supported uniformly a remand of any changes to the industry standard that the Commission

might find necessary. DOJ has opposed it because, in essence, they want the Commission to

2

3

AT&T also requested that the Commission frame its order adopting a standard carefully
to ensure that only covered telecommunications carriers are affected. In particular,
AT&T asserted that its Cellular Digital Packet Data ("CDPD") service is not subject to
CALEA's capability requirements, because it permits users to retrieve stored information
from information storage facilities and provides net protocol conversion processing, along
with Internet access, and thus qualifies as an "information service. II

See DOJ Comments Regarding Standards for Assistance Capability Requirements, CC
Docket No. 97-213, filed May 20, 1998 [hereinafter "DOJ Comments"].
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enact into rule the technical solutions they desire rather than submit high level requirements to

the consensus process of industry standards-making. The Commission should consider the

role DOJ asks it to play -- standards broker for an incredibly diverse communications industry

-- and the delay such a process will cause in implementing any required changes to the

standard. If the Commission requires any modifications to the standard -- and AT&T urges

against it on the substantive grounds set out in its initial comments -- then the Commission can

and should expect the industry to faithfully and expeditiously implement them.

Second, Section 107 requires the Commission's capability rule to provide for

the most cost-efficient implementation of CALEA, minimize impacts on subscriber rates and

protect the privacy of communications not authorized to be intercepted. DOJ does not even

address these Section 107 factors in their comments. This is emblematic of DOJ's disregard

for the cost of compliance and their desire to obtain the enhanced surveillance services they

desire at the expense of subscribers and a growing, competitive telecommunications industry.

In the event that the Commission determines that any punch list feature is required, it should

conduct a thorough review of the DOJ proposed rule to ensure that the rule complies with the

Section 107 requirements.

I. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REMAND ANY REQUIRED
STANDARDS DEVELOPMENT TO TR-45.2

In its comments, AT&T strongly supported remand of any changes to the

industry standard to TR-45.2, the committee that drafted the industry standard in the first
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place.4 Industry overwhelming supported this approach. 5

Conversely, DOl complains that a remand "would gratuitously delay

promulgation of adequate standards."6 The argument is unfathomable because TR-45.2

drafted the current industry standard and would be best situated to ensure that any of the

Commission's changes are faithfully implemented and compatible with the basic document.

Further, DOl's proposed rule has been criticized roundly for its lack of technical merit or

clarity.7 The Commission should not put itselfin the position of reconciling technical

comments from all segments of industry when a more efficient process is available.

DOl further protests that CALEA does not expressly permit a remand to

4

5

6

7

Comments of AT&T Corp. Regarding Scope ofCALEA Capabilities, CC Docket No.
97-213, filed May 20,1998, at 15-17 [hereinafter "AT&T Comments"]. Unless
otherwise noted, all comments referenced herein are filed under CC Docket No. 97-213.

See, e.g., Comments of AirTouch Communications, Inc., filed May 20, 1998, at 27
[hereinafter "AirTouch Comments"]; Comments ofthe Cellular Telecommunications
Industry Association Regarding the Scope of CALEA Capability Requirements, filed May
20, 1998, at 18-22 [hereinafter "CTIA Capability Comments"]; Comments ofNextel
Communications Inc., filed May 20, 1998, at 13 [hereinafter "Nextel Comments"];
Comments of the Personal Communications Industry Association, filed May 20, 1998, at
6; Comments ofPrimeCo Personal Communications, L.P., filed May 20, 1998, at 22;
Comments of SHC Communications Inc., filed May 20, 1998, at 16; Comments ofthe
Telecommunications Industry Association, filed May 20, 1998, at 29 [hereinafter "TIA
Comments"]; and Comments ofUS West Inc., filed May 20, 1998, at 31.

DOl Comments at 26.

CTIA Capability Comments at 19 and Exhibit 1 thereto. Of course, this logic has not
detained DOl in making their arguments in favor of a broad interpretation of CALEA for
call-identifying information or the other wiretap administration capabilities DOl seeks.
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industry.8 The simple answer is that the Commission can rely on TR-45.2 for the technical

standards development and then adopt the result by rule after public comment. The

Commission can set a reasonable timeframe for the committee and require regular reports of

progress to ensure adequate oversight should any concern be raised about the speed of

progress. Thus, there is no impediment to remanding modifications, if any, to TR-45.2.

Of course, much depends on the clarity of any requirements the Commission

might establish. We have seen evidence of how the failure to provide clear requirements on

the punch list items has delayed the Enhanced Electronic Surveillance ("ESS") process. The

impediment to date in development of standards for DOl's punch list through the ESS process

initiated by industry to meet law enforcement's desire for advanced surveillance features has

been DOl's failure to articulate its requirements. In particular, the 001 has failed in its role as

the editor of the ESS standard by not producing the basic requirements in text form so that

contributions by committee members may be submitted against it.9 However, rather than

8

9

DOl Comments at 24.

AT&T provides the Chair of the ESS Ad Hoc, as it did for the development ofJSTD­
025. Law enforcement provides the editor of the ESS standard. The editor is responsible
for producing the basic requirements in text form so that contributions by committee
members may be submitted against it. Through this "give and take" process, the
requirements are refined and made specific so that unnecessary development work does
not take place or technical ambiguity result. Only after this "Stage ]" text is refined does
the standards body move to develop the more technical stages of the document and
necessary protocols. This is precisely how lSTD-025 was developed and precisely what
has been expected oflaw enforcement as editor of the ESS.
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acknowledging the role it has played in delaying the ESS process, the DOJ recently has

written two letters which remarkably protest its treatment in that process. 10

It is not surprising, however, that DO} has been reluctant to proceed in the

normal course of the standards process. They are not interested in refining their requirements

to eliminate ambiguity. Rather, despite Congress' express prohibition in CALEA, 11 the DO} is

interested in dictating the technical implementation. After all, DOJ has stated that the punch

list capabilities "can be implemented in only one way, and the proposed rule ... represents the

only means of satisfying the capability in question '1J2 The Commission should not be party to

this attempt to circumvent CALEA's requirements by giving into the DOJ's demand that the

Commission publish DOl's proposed standard as the proposed rule for comment.

Notwithstanding the failure of law enforcement to take full advantage of the

ESS process to advance standardization of the punch list, industry still views the process as

necessary and valuable. If the Commission decides that any of the punch list items are

required -- a decision AT&T urges against -- then standardization through the industry

standards setting process already is underway. If the Commission rejects law enforcement's

10

11

12

See DOJ letter to Cheryl Blum, Chair, TIA Subcommittee TR-45.2 dated June 1, 1998,
and DOJ letter to Peter Musgrove, Chair, TIA TR-45.2 ESS Ad Hoc Group, dated June
1, 1998. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

Section 103 of CALEA precludes law enforcement from dictating the design of any
facilities, equipment, services, features or system configuration. 47 US.c.
§ 1002(b)(1)(A). DOJ Comments at 27.

DOJ Comments at 6.
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claims, as it should, then industry still will proceed with the ESS process to make available, if

technically feasible, the advanced surveillance services law enforcement desires and is willing

to purchase in the ordinary course. Thus, rejection of law enforcement's claims does not mean

that the surveillance features they desire will never be available. 13 Accordingly, any new

requirements, deletion of existing capabilities or errata to the standard should be remanded to

TR-45.2.

II. SECTION 107 FACTORS MUST BE CONSIDERED ON THE
RECORD

AT&T joins other commenters that note the absence of any factual record to

support adding DOJ's punch list to the industry standard. 14 Not only has the case not been

made to support the need for the punch list, but the record actually establishes that the punch

list will be extraordinarily complex and expensive to implement. 15 This is precisely why the

Commission, if it decides that any modification to the standard is necessary, must then engage

13

14

15

It is also noted that electronic surveillance continues today and that rejection of the punch
list in no way will impede it. Indeed, if JSTD-025 were validated today by the
Commission, electronic surveillance would be brought into the digital age quickly. DOl's
efforts to insinuate that JSTD-025 is some sort of step backwards for law enforcement
should be rejected completely. AT&T specifically joins CTIA in its explanation of the
benefits of the standard and how thoroughly it meets the requirements of Section 103 of
CALEA. See CTIA Capability Comments at 6.

See e.g., Nextel Comments at 4; TIA Comments at 22.

See, e.g., AirTouch Comments at 9; Comments of Sprint Spectrum L.P. d/b/a Sprint PCS
at 6.

-7-



in an on-the-record review to ensure that the changes are the most cost-efficient means of

implementing CALEA.

AT&T also understands that DOJ continues to assert to the Commission that

network-based, instead of switch-based, solutions to CALEA are or will be available to

carriers within the compliance date, citing Bell Emergis and ADC NewNet as examples. 16

AT&T Wireless Services has been informed that the ADC NewNet solution is NOT CALEA-

compliant today and will NOT be capable of providing JSTD-025 functionality until at least

the end of 1999.

It may well be that network-based solutions, alone or in combination with

switch modifications, will prove cost-efficient or technically sound. However, there is no

record to support these claims. The Commission should require, as part of fulfilling its

Section 107 requirements, that an inquiry into so-called network-based alternatives be

16 See DOJ Ex Parte Presentation to Commission dated June 4, 1998. DOJ actually argues
that any extension granted a carrier must terminate as soon as any CALEA solution is
available. Thus, it serves DOJls purpose in the extension proceeding to make such claims
when the record absolutely refutes their assertions. Ameritech, in its extension petition,
for example disclosed that it had advised the FBI in writing that the Bell Emergis solution
was not technically feasible and offered to provide the detailed technical report of the
reasons for the deficiency. See Petition for Extension of Time by Ameritech, filed
April 24, 1998 ("Ameritech Petition") at 6. Bell Emergis itself has informed the
Commission that a network-based solution is NOT currently feasible without switch
alterations. Comments ofBell Emergis - Intelligent Signaling Technologies, filed May 8,
1998, at 3. The real point is that no CALEA-compliant technology will be available
within the compliance period and whether it will be available at all through a network­
based solution remains to be seen. The Commission should ensure that it is seen on the
record.
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considered on the record. No carrier or manufacturer desires to go to the cost and expense of

developing a solution that is not reasonably achievable.

O"L CONCLUSION

For all uf the reasons noted above, AT&T continues to uree the Commission

to reject the additional capabilities proffered by DOl and toO acknowledge the industry

standard as a safe harbor for carriers. Should the Commission require any modifications to

the standard, ,those changeR should be remanded to TR-45.2, but not before the Commission

establishes a record to support that the changes will indeed ensure the most cost-efficient

implementation ofCALEA.

Respectfully submitted,

AT&T Corp.

By L/J.i4~/Jwk~--
Mark C. Rosenblum
Ava B. Kleinman
Seth S.. Gross
Room 3252F3
295 North Ma.ple Avenue
Basking Ridge, New Jersey 07920
(908) 221-4432

Douglas I. Brandon
AT&T Wireless Services, Inc.
Fourth Floor
1150 Connecticut Ave.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 223-9222

June 12, 1998
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•
.w.b. Cheryl:B1um
Cb.iit, 'rIA. SubcDJ:Imlittee TIt45.2
Lucent T"chnologla
1000 E. Wlt1'tenvi11:: :Roa.d
Nap~ Dlinoill 60566

DI:IIlI' Ms. Blum:

U.S. Department of JUlluee

Fcd~ra1 Burellu of Investir;lltion

June 1. 1998

Recently tbere hai been some confuliion rcptding proce.du.rei: anployed at
nll: ad hoc ~up dt.ldiog Witb :&baDr.cd SurvaiUlDee Scrrices CESS). TbiJ may have led
lO po,s."bl!:: indficitlncielt aad misuDdc:rsUncfrtlD in the JrDUP. I think you may be a.ble to
offer SD1I1e cbuifiatioQ intbi~... I would apprEiate your uaistanae in DCIreOting
$oroe miS-VQreeptions eonceming documentS c:cntrlbut!d by the lederilBureau of
In.vesdgariOJl (;FBI) CALBA Implem=tation Sdall (CIS) to the ESS Ad Hoc Group in
1'ucs.o'rl Artto:l'lll. Qr)d U1ltey Wert, P1o!ida. I wonder ifyou would explain the
pr~d.utl:l5 u~ed in 'the cnsintl~ coJtl:LUifulo ~8tarding submission. afCODtributioD&.

At the TUCSOQ meeting. repre5eDtatives of CIS submitted Appendix 1 of
1beDt:pa:rtmtlDt ofIWdice (DOl) andPBI'JFedera1 Communit:a1ions Commission t!"CC)
Paiuon to the !iSS Ad Hoc Group fear c;onsldCl'ltloll. Howetver, tho 8\'CJup indicated that
~c:b det.lliled iDfurmatiOD bcloDlcd In -taBes tWo and t1Jr«; ofPN-4177, which they ware
not: .!t1l1.dy tc addres! yet. Bo'Wiq tD the wisbea ofthe gmup. the l;ontributlOD' WAJ

dilsposcd of lUi Itfor information C1Ily." 'Because tbis document Wag provided at the
request orthe group on such !bort DOm:e. it did not have the~ sheet'tba.t we normally
provide:. However. sfDcc: 1ba.t dIte the ad boc graup his not acknowledged that the
contribution was submitted by CIS. I~lII sure. that you recall aoth youneJf and my .-
rt:llr~!tetJtativi!ls to the a.d hoc group had ubd Mr. Pet- Mu.!llfovc, the ESS ~d&c
Gtoup ohidr, fit tho QutRt toda~ the proDBecIJn&s oCl;hat group. We would
appreei!tte confirvumon ttlat this tUa1ter bas been dOCUJn,Ul,ted aecurately. I have
cnclost:d the foUowing copies· of aU law,ellfarcament conm1rution.s to



MS. Ch.cryl :Bhnn

Wi:! :SSS Ad Roe Group to help you complete ymJr records;

TIl4S.:l.ESSJ9ft03.1 0.03
T1l4S.2.'SSSI9I.03.10.04,

TM-S.2.ESSI98.0l.10.0S
TR.4S.2..ESSI98.04.14.0l
'1'R.4S.2_ESSJ9Q.04.14.D7

TR4S.2.ESS}9S:0S.04.01
TIt.., .2.,BSS19K.OS.04.0a
l1l4S.2J!SS/ga.OS.04.11

Law B-nf'ol'C8bliUlt IdlUltiiiai CapabWtics
Law~ IdfJldiftrA Cqplibi1iti£5~Addit10JW

Pnamm=datiOM
Law J!DfbrcBmeut Bditorial :RRommendations
PN-4177lCIlCQrmnudlld Buc1irJe Dacummlt
FBIPlltiuon to the FCC: Appeodbc; 1 "lWpalled
PiaIl JW)a'. '

Law BDfbrceanuJt Stqe 1~gmmtndations
PN-4177 Workiq Docua1eal
Letter ImIllMr, H. Michael Warnn ttl Mr- PeterMusgrtM:

~"t:h= T\WSOO aIld 'K.sy W.n tueWngl, .stMnl "D'IdDbm ofinbtry bad
requestedco~tiDnthat puti.cipgts ill tlu: JU.ietiqs tDuld R:CDbUD8Ild changes to
PN-411? thrau,gh 'W:rb.l commeatl duriaJ th. meetiBp. ~. Musgrave IllId 5~ted thOot
umil the doctm1W WAS voted as bue1illo text. myverbl1 iDputI could be UJed to amend
mewor~ dOC;UmWlt. Howevcr~ contrdly to that pomioD., the group baa stated dlat only
writtt::n statemtQlts trabl JiIwenf~ would be~r.ble. In additiem. al:thouah
$CSvcral~ teelulical con:tn1ru:tiolu IIIlYII: b.an subddt1ld'by lilW' eIIfo~ aDd. not
fully .mdrt.Sscd, the group oourends tbwt aw'entbrocmeut...not prwidBd
COmpTli:htll1Si\I'e toti:l:n"butla.u. kJ, the hJDe~ the aroup illrcqu~that law
r:snforeement consllllt to =dIo.. the Ild hacpOllP to write the tecldcallpeci:fir:molli for
Ib.w'erJ.fOrcemeut. Such aantrwC\UI)' ac;ti0lll IIppCllt ooafilainl a.t the least and leave
significant questimu em the part oflaw cnfortemt:llt

Furtheantlrc, the ad hbc IfOUP ipent comldcrab]e time at the 1ut meeting
drafting ::L 1etttlt to me. This obviously cauqcJ valuable time II1d resDotce" to be removed
from cra1tins PN-4117 itJelf The intti#t ofthat le:ttflr wag to get law emorocanmt to vote
on a contrlbntit»t1 to thts ItBndlltd prior to that tc>ct bem, a.dcqullely tl.ddreued and
~upportt\ld by the group. Sud1 a requut .ppcart to be a devil.'ti.aD tram tAe llSW
8iandard~ process and denies the iDdu.tIy aad law edorciea:Watthe opportunity 10

~5r'U1dand rQI~OiI.d to the impJDtiom ofthe ehoh::e afwords used to st8te the
spec:ifkation.. The 11!Cik ofasdorsement by nu::mbers tJftbe group to the stl.1emeDts
a.tta~ to tQ.t lAmer may ind,1ca.to a lade afmD'Ul!~ lUll! JSgleCInent (In the
h:c1mioal d~. It would be IlPPreGiAred ifyou would clarify what plDClcdures art: 10 be
ur:cd. in~ E.SS Ad. Hoc Gt'oup to prod.\:lc;e a Jt.aDdatd.

WIb ar- also~ abaut JtUilmealII by iudivlduW in Ule group dULt
h'w tenmrc;c:\'lfent ill lI<JDt.El:Iow de1ayiaa t.bF stand.ards proc:eSlI. 'J;b fact that th~ uoup
u60d~h oftb~ "'st~ ec1i1:IDI a'lettll'rtthcrtbaD putdilg spedfications into PN­
4171 taise!l qu.eotiOnlJ abDut the 'WCI1'k phm for the IIP'Ol1P D.d the foCU5 Oft tm:lmical
.q:u~eitieatioJ:Jl. AllY QXIl!Ilents or suaatstioDC from Iny part olth.~ie&tigns
intlU9tty or yt>ur' partidplting membertl may be dirtxotc:d to CIS otltlidc tht: rncCltlng. This
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Ms.. Cheryl Blum

would hlill~ maimUai fol:W in £be R.d hotS itselfand m».y taemtatt: effic1ellt pmgreJI10ward ' .'
the stU1dilrd. ClS rt:=maim~.d to adrJrosain& allY com;cma brouFt to its attention
and will contihuc:: to C1cnrributc in good fIitb to the nandlrdJ process itt the normal
fuhion.

c-::1-~CrJ~
Ii. Michu1 WI.IreI1
Sedor Projett Mm.gerJChief

Enclolim'Cll (1)
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At thli:l Ol1tNt ofthis ass pt'O~S$. you camnUt!:ed tD keeping an accurate
rec:oro oftho pIOceJi aod the dctlila QfJnovinS to'\lIIU'd. the ESS SWldarcl May I provide
tb.t.1 following dMail5 that 'Will OM in damYiDS t&.t record:

.. UW ~rccmcnrIt;prt:stntlltives have clearly and Tepel.b!dlj'let forth tht:
position that the DiDcp~ list req1iindeata lite considered. part of
CALE.A. We cxmtinu~ 'to plrticipat~in this industry sWldards dert while
the FCC wad>lO on the p(t)po5~d rule tor CAI..:!A capabilitY.

.In my May S. 1998 'l.etb;r.to you, I stat~ that law tIlforeement 0011nnues
to support the nine punch Ii.rt requimnenn u stated in our p.ti.ticn to the
FCC. That petitiOI\ contains .. propo,ed rula tla.t together 'With r..STD-02S
provid=s alllhl! iafonnatic:lh needed to dl!lVllcp Ii standard,

rtti: •

U.S.DlpA~entorJbJtiGi

Federal Butt*J cf Investigation.

AS }"ad lena'Writ 15' in the bCltt lnE~st ofthe t.1C:COtnmlwaditlnJ it!.dustry'
wd Ijlw c:nblX'c:;emeat to move toward a bchniea1 sblndard which addreoe.s an isJUcs
rolaxed to CA..t..BA q quie:ldy. possible. As chair oftil-BMRDc.d Sm:veUlusc&
S~iCc6 (IiSS) Ad Hoc; Group, it iJ mmnnbent upcm you to fm5U['e the tia:dy delivay of
~ proP0.:lad .Ii"Wld.wrd for the Subcommittee 11l45.210 blllac. CertalIl rteeD! actions ofthe
ad hoc iE'Oup k:a'vc ,;Dlt with quutlcms lIbout tbe prowess bWlg u,ed by the ad hoc group.
Whil.. indumy rcpfdle21tltlns to the ad. hoc gnrop point to law cmorcanr:m. as having a
dow'"mg effi:ct ()JJ the worIc. 1 !lUte that much orthe lIloat rc.c=t zndDIJ was used to dtaft
a \trttet you oslsncd. which can'Clli.al f.d:u.ai tn't1IJ wi mbtepreamds rAJ participlliDn in
the Tuc;!lon ESS meeting. I would rib to tm this opportunitY to address ccnaiD oftlu!ge
iSSUEb.

•
Mr. Pctd l\Ifu~'Y""

Ckir. 'rIA Tlt4S.2 SSS Ad Hot; Group
AT&T Wi.n:slell Set'\liclS
SOOO Cuillon Point
Kirkland. WA 98033



• AI: thu.March 10. lSl9Bme"tinail'l AuItin, Texas. tb_BSS Ad HDc Group
cho~ not to ad.dteIG the ({d{ed·requ'iremen.tS provided In c:!C'>ntribution 3
fromm-CIS.

" At th., April 14, 1998 tMetms iii Tu~oD,~a. tlua ass I'dHoc Group
choa: not to addresslbe Appoadlx t 'titJm ourpee petition thatPSI-CIS
mLNitted 11!1 eohmbutitm 7. :

..

•

At the AprlJ.. 14. 1991 nn:edDg in Tucson. leYcral npteleDtativeS from the
iatlwatry praYided. tbeir opiuioGl Oil 'the !ftstadIn!Izecl~.In
UUl.t JOCdh,g I wu dec that I did Qat agree with 'lbo5C1 vab:d opiDious.
ImwevBt, yoIl Btlte in your letter!hit it was impbllib18 to limit thfil
Qumber orUaudhs;u, Your dJlDeterU:ttion that 11ft qReSDCdt was made
itt tha tucson D.1eetiD1; b iaepl1ect and shauld be mncted..

Cm1t:rJbutl~ to the ESS ItIU1datds ptaCC$s clemy rhow thi.t law
cDf'orcemebt bas COIlbiWtM llipifi.cant input for the ad hoC. group (30-40
I)r~1.ticmI J:lf68Cllt at t:iICh ofthe moetin.)~

:-- O'IuiDtiDn N~mbtraf- CUIDu1B1ive l'OoleI
COllrrllnltlonl COD.'b'l'bated

C'rtA 1 dOGUlDcnt
. I 1 page

SynBCOQl, TEdlholbgy 5 dogmnaatB 30 PllIes

NClItb!l ldocm21Jr.D.t:s lOpaaes

S"1I:I111t1W ] dowmed:s 13pztges
,

Luc:em ItdmolCigilS& 2doCUllll!Db 7 plies

SBC TtdusOlo)1 ~u:rc:s" 1"doCUlrle:Dl lpqe

Pc:rXiml Cole 1 dOQlllletll 3pqes

PBI-eIS Rdoewnents 83 pqes

You ba.vo 1Iated.i:a Beven! meetings that \letbal commeuts to PN-4177 I.

W'Quld be aceept~ yet the group bas stated that itwoulcl not atf;;tJpt verbal
oom~ itoIIS ll:w eIltbrcerMtlt fe))I'eSent!.tiYi).!L -

You have sbd8tI !hit tbJsroup CIU\ submit St*,BCl 2 ll.Dd Stage 3
[;(JJltJibu.tions in parallt:l with Stage 1 contributions. but tD 'date: none ofthe
S'btp 2. Dr~:I text pfopoJcG by l ..w en'fbreemeat bu tu:en. a.dcLte••~.
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'Ilu:: B&S Ad Hoc Group ,pent DJ1Ich af tit-last meed:og bdplDl to draft
thr:o latic;r you s~ to 1M ud th~ attacbrnaat to tha:t le:tt.tr. nil wu tim- duri1l8 which DO

~,tuCtl ~ added to the PN-4111 worJdnB doci.uJlcllt. 'nJiJ a1Ijft of'focus away from
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